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the party-structure of the House of Commons, this has
necessarily been the case.	»
The last of the general questions which I must here
discuss is the place of the private member in the
organization of the House. It is fashionable nowadays for
critics of the present position to lament almost with tears
over the decline of his status. He is bound, hand and foot,
we are told, to the party machine. He can ask questions,
he can debate, he can introduce his little bills and his
private members* motions, so long as it is understood
that no consequence will follow from them. But party has
made the Cabinet the master; and if he does not obey the
party whip he will soon find himself cast into the outer,
darkness. A Conservative constituency will not adopt
again as candidate a member who repeatedly votes
against his party; and the control of the Labour machine
is, it is pointed out, even more rigorous. Its standing
orders permit a member to refrain from voting where his
conscience is engaged; but he may not go into the
division-lobby against a party-decision without risking
his right to continue as a member of the party. For all
serious purposes, therefore, we are asked to regard the
private member as a mere unit in a division-list, with no
effective sphere of independent action of his own.
The lament, I suggest, is wholly misconceived. It
mistakes the functions the modern House of Commons
has to perform; it mistakes the purposes of parties in the
modern State; it is an anachronistic legacy of a dead
period in our history when politics was a gentleman's
amusement, and the sphere of governmental activity was
so small that an atomistic House of Commons was
possible. The only way to restore to the private member
the kind of position he occupied eighty, or even fifty
years ago, is to go back to the historic conditions which
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